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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Clarification was given regarding the application of Rhoads to claim 
15 for the 35 U.S.C. 102(b) prior art rejection. The general nature of the invention, according to the specification, 
versus the prior art of Rhoads and in the field as a whole was discussed. No agreement was reached regarding 
potential amendments or arguments. Applicant's representatives expressed an intention to evaluate the specification 
for the purpose of amending the claims and submit a formal amendment based on such an evaluation. 



